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EnCana injection request approved - Company to inject wastewater into aquifer





16 hours ago  •  By Dale Bohren





EnCana Oil and Gas has received an “Aquifer Exemption” from the Wyoming Oil and Gas Commission (WOGC) that will allow the company to inject oil field wastewater into an aquifer, likely the Madison Formation, as part of the company’s plan for continued development of the Moneta Divide oil and gas field 60 miles west of Casper.





The vote was 3-2. The geologists on the WOGC, State Geologist Tom Drean and recently-appointed Mark Doelger, voted against granting the exemption.





According to a Feb. 20, 2013, Casper Journal story, EnCana applied to the commission for an exemption to allow the company to inject an estimated 4.1 to 8.2 million barrels of water per day into the Madison Formation via a 15,000-foot-deep injection well. The wastewater will be treated to remove any hydrocarbons. (In the U.S., most fluid barrels [apart from oil] are 31.5 U.S. gallons. The standard oil barrel is 42 U.S. gallons; 4.1 million fluid barrels would be about 129 million gallons).





The commission approved the plan March 12.





Gov. Matt Mead, a voting member of the WOGC voted for the exemption. Mead told the Casper Journal that he wasn’t present the first time the exemption was heard by the board (Feb. 12) because the Wyoming Legislature was in session. “I have to be there,” Mead said.





The governor said the commission voted to move forward in the earlier meeting provisional on the company answering a number of questions from the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ).





“DEQ said, ‘OK, our questions have been answered, we think that you could do this with these things being done,’” the governor said. “And I think there were three criteria. The third one was a little problematic because it said before you use this [Madison] aquifer, you ought to look at the Nugget [Formation], and … I think it was the Tensleep aquifers … because they’re already of the nature that dumping this in there wouldn’t affect them.”





Mead said the debate in front of the commission centered on whether or not the depth of the waste well makes the aquifer economically unfeasible to develop. The state’s rules as written now allow an aquifer exemption if commercial or other development of that aquifer isn’t practical or feasible. “The depth of that aquifer in that area is of the depth that it would cause almost a 200- or 300-fold increase [in cost] for people who purchase water. It’s not feasible now,” Mead said.





But the governor said the rule begs the question, if development of an aquifer isn’t feasible today, does that mean it isn’t feasible 50 years from now? “There isn’t an answer to that,” Mead said. “The presumption is that it’s not feasible today. So that was one of the questions.”





The commission’s other question had to do with where the injected wastewater will go once it’s in an underground formation. “This is all done by [computer] modeling,” the governor said. “If you put this water down there, where will it go, where will it impact?”





The governor said an aquifer isn’t just a single big pool that covers all of the state. “It’s broken up into parts,” he said. “They looked initially at a quarter-mile, and then they went up to four miles. At four miles you’re still at depths that make it, I think by anybody’s tough scoring, practically and economically not feasible.”





Mead said the two geologists on the board, both of whom voted against the permit, were concerned about whether the modeling, from their experience as geologists, was accurate or if there was a possibility that the wastewater would spread beyond the area demonstrated in the model.





The governor said the March 12 meeting was to hear EnCana’s answers to DEQ’s questions, which were satisfactorily answered. “I think it was shown that it wasn’t feasible [to develop the aquifer]. And two, I felt fairly satisfied that the [impact] area may not be four miles [as demonstrated in the computer model], it may be somewhat broader than that, but you would have to go, in particular, to the south of where this activity would be, quite a ways in order for it to get shallower to the depth you even talk about that water being subject to development …”





The governor said the commission didn’t discuss the possible seismic effects created by the sizeable amount of water to be injected from the project. “They’ve [DEQ] taken some consideration of that, but that question wasn’t asked,” he said.
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